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1 | NTRODUCTI ON

1.1 Background

The upper St. Croix National Scenic R verway (R verway), which
is adm nistered by the National Park Service, (NPS) and Governor
Knowl es State Forest (Forest), which is adm nistered by the

W sconsi n Departnent of Natural Resources (WDNR), create a
publicly-owned area along the St. Croix River in northern Polk
and Burnett Counties, Wsconsin. A ngjor reason for the
establishment of the Forest was to provide resource protection
and recreation in conjunction with the Riverway (WDNR, 1988).
The Riverway is naturally focused on canoeing and boating. On
the Forest, enphasis is on | and-based activities such as hiKking,
snowmobi | i ng, and hor seback ri di ng.

Both multiple-use trails and foot-traffic only (hiking) trails
exist on the Forest. There are two hiking trials, one on the
north end of the Forest and one on the south end of the Forest.
The north hiking trail, called the Brandt Pines Trail, is 22
mles |Iong and extends fromthe Sioux-Portage G oup Canpground
near Danbury south to Fox Landing on the St. Croix Rver. The
south hiking trail, called the Benson Brook Trail, is 16 mles

| ong and extends froma trail head at the end of Evergreen Avenue
north of St. Croix Falls (approximately 2 mles north of Sunrise
Landing on the St. Croix River) north to the North Benson

Par ki ng Lot near Raspberry Landing. There is presently about a
7-mle gap between the two hiking trails. A wvicinity map is
shown in Figure 1. The locations of the hiking trails and
multiple use trails on the Forest are shown in Figure 2. The
hiking trails do not connect to the nultiple-use trails.

The Master Plan for the Forest envisions a continuous hiking
trail the length of the forest. Limting factors to the
devel opnment of the continuous trail systeminclude |and
ownership. Many areas within the Forest boundaries have
fragnented ownership. Therefore, the devel opnment of a
continuous trail systemw ||l require agreenents wth adjacent
| andowners, both public and private.



1.2 Purpose and Need

The WDNR would Iike to construct an additional segnment of the
Benson Brook Hi king Trail at the Forest that would run fromthe
Nort h Benson Parking Lot near Raspberry Landing on the St. Croix
River to their new St. Croi x Canpground near H ghway 70. A
Nort h Benson Parking Lot to H ghway 70/ St. Croix Canpground
trail connection would bring the Forest closer to their goal of
a continuous hiking trail. [If the proposed connection is
constructed, the hiking trail would be conplete fromthe trai
head at Evergreen Avenue, to Lagoo Creek Route, to County Road
O to the North Benson Trail Head, to Hi ghway 70, to the NPS
Sandrock Cliffs Trail. This would |eave only a 6 mle gap
between the Sandrock Ciffs Trail and the Brandt Pines Trail.
The WDNR plans to pursue trail use agreenents with private

| andowners to fill the 6 mle gap and conplete the hiking trail
The continuous hiking trail at the Forest may be conpl ete by
2010. In addition to helping to conplete the continuous hiking
trail, the proposed trail connection would al so provide

addi tional recreational opportunities to visitors at the H ghway
70/ St. Croix Canmpground who may wi sh to take short day hikes in
t he i medi ate area.

The proposed hiking trail connection would run through NPS-owned
| and near Raspberry Landi ng and woul d require NPS approval. The
trail connection would be limted to foot traffic only. The
trails to which it would connect are also for foot-traffic only.
Smal | mechani zed equi prent (Al Terrain Vehicles) would be used
by the WDNR for inspections and mai nt enance.

The general managenent plan (GW) for the R verway sets forth

t he basi ¢ managenent phil osophy for the area. It states that
one of the primary purposes of the Riverway is to provide for
high quality recreational opportunities that do not detract from
its exceptional natural, scenic, cultural, and aesthetic
resources and val ues (NPS, 1998). One of the aspects of the

Ri verway that makes it special is that visitors have extended
opportunities to experience the solitude and beauty inherent in
the Riverway’'s exceptional natural resources.

The proposed trail connection would be within the “Near-
Primtive Northwoods” managenent area described in the GW
These areas are to be managed to provide a natural |andscape
that is typified by or reflects the northwods ecosystem There
may be signs of people, but generally it will look like a
natural, renote, primtive area. Most visitors will be on foot,
paddl i ng, or engaged i n other human-powered outdoor recreational



activities, although sone | ow speed notorboating will al so be
permtted. Developnent will be rare. Snmall primtive
canpsites, designated trails, and access points may be present.

The NPS has a history of cooperating with the WDNR to provide
hi ki ng opportunities in the area and has issued special use
permts for sone of their other trails that run through NPS-
owned | and. The purpose of this environnental assessnent is to
determ ne whet her the NPS shoul d approve construction of this
trail connection, and should it be approved, what neasures
shoul d be put into place to avoid and mtigate inpacts to

Ri verway resources. The docunent |ooks at the alternatives
avai l abl e for construction and their potential environnental

i npacts.

1.3 Conpliance

The NPS will conply with all applicable regul ations, statutes,
| aws and executive orders in carrying out the planning for the
trail connection at the Riverway.

1.3.1 Appl i cabl e I npact Topics

Nat i onal Environnmental Policy Act of 1969: This act sets forth a
federal policy to preserve inportant historic, cultural, and

nat ural aspects of our natural heritage. It requires federa
agencies to use a systematic, interdisciplinary approach in

pl anni ng and deci sion making. This EA was prepared pursuant to
the National Environnental Policy Act (NEPA)

Clean Air Act (42 U S.C. 7401 et seq., as anended): The d ean
Air Act of 1963 stipulates that federal |and nmanagers have a
responsibility to protect a park’s air quality from adverse air
pollution inpacts. Construction of the trail connection would
have m nor tenporary inpacts on air quality. Therefore, air
quality inmpacts are analyzed in this EA

Executive Order 11990 "Protection of Wetlands" (3 CFR 121, Supp.
177): This order requires Federal agencies to provide |eadership
and take action to mnimze the destruction, |oss, or
degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural
and beneficial value of wetlands. It further requires Federal
agencies to avoid undertaking or providing assistance to new
construction |ocated in wetlands. Sone of the areas adjacent to




the proposed trail connection could be considered wetl ands.
Therefore, wetland inpacts are analyzed in this EA

Wl d and Scenic R vers Act (Public Law 90-542, as anended): The
Ri verway was established under the WIld and Scenic Rivers Act
(Act) in 1968. The purpose of designation under the Act is to
preserve and protect selected rivers along with their i nmmedi ate
environnments. Their free-flow ng character, water quality and
out standi ngly remar kabl e resource values are to be protected.

The Riverway was set aside specifically to protect its

out standi ngly remarkabl e scenic, recreational, fish, wildlife
and cultural values. The proposed trail connection would not
require work bel ow the ordinary high water of the St. Croix
Nat i onal Scenic Riverway and, therefore, would have no effect on
its free-flow ng character. However, the proposed trail could
affect water quality and scenic, recreational, fish, wildlife
and cultural values. The effects of the trail connection on

t hese val ues, are, therefore, considered in this EA under the
appropri ate i npact headi ngs.

Section 7(a) of the WId and Scenic Rivers Act protects
designated rivers fromdirect and adverse effects of water
resources projects. It states that:

“no departnent of agency of the United States shall assist by
| oan, grant, |icense, or otherwise in the construction of any
wat er resources project that would have a direct and adverse
effect on the values for which such river was established, as
determ ned by the Secretary charged with its adm nistration.
Not hing in the foregoing sentence, however, shall preclude

| i censing of, or assistance to, devel opnments bel ow or above a
wi |l d, scenic, or recreational river area or on any stream
tributary thereto which will not invade the area or
unreasonably dimnish the scenic, recreational, and fish and
wildlife values present in the area on the date of designation
of a river as a conponent of the national scenic rivers
system”

WAt er resources projects are those require a Section 404 permt
fromthe Corps of Engineers and include dans, bridges, bank
stabilization projects, boat ranps, fishing piers and other
activities that require work bel ow the ordinary high water mark
of a body of water. The proposed trail connection woul d not
requi re work bel ow the ordinary high water mark. Therefore,
while other requirements of the WIld and Scenic Rivers Act apply
to this project, Section 7(a) does not.
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Endangered Species Act of 1973, as anended (16 USC 1531 et

seq.): The Endangered Species Act requires all federal agencies
to consult with the U S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure
that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency
does not jeopardize the continued existence of |isted species or
critical habitat. Several Federally listed species occur at the
Ri verway. Therefore, the inpact of the trail connection on

t hese species is analyzed in this EA

I n additi on, NPS nmanagenent policies (2001) also require
assessnment of inpacts to certain state-listed rare, candi date,
declining and sensitive species. There are nunerous state-

| i sted and special concern species that occur along the

Ri verway. The inpact of the trail connection on these species
i s al so eval uat ed.

National Historic Preservation Act, as anended in 1992 (16 USC
470 et seq.) and Executive Order 11593: This Act and order

requi re Federal agencies to survey, docunent, and where
feasi bl e, preserve historic properties (i.e.: those that are on
or eligible for listing on the National Register of Hi storic
Places (NRHP)). Section 106 of the National Hi storic
Preservation Act requires Federal agencies 1) to survey and
assess properties against National Register criteria and, if
eligible 2) assess the effect of the proposed undertaking, and
3) if necessary, mtigate adverse effect. The trail connection
has the potential to inpact historic properties. Therefore, its
effect is analyzed in this EA

| mpai rnment: Wil e Congress has given the NPS nanagenent
discretion to allow certain inpacts within parks, that
discretion is limted by the statutory requirenents of the NPS
Organic Act of 1916 and the NPS Ceneral Authorities of 1970

whi ch prohibit the inpairnment of park resources and val ues. The
NPS organi c Act states that the NPS “shall pronote and regul ate
t he use of Federal areas known as national parks, nonunents, and
reservations.by such nmeans and neasures as conformto the
fundanment al purpose of said parks, nonunents, and reservations,
whi ch purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural and

hi storic objects and the wild Iife therein and to provide for
the enjoynent of the same in such manner and by such neans as
will leave themuninpaired for the enjoynent of future
generations” 16 USC 1). The General Authorities Act of 1970
suppl ement ed these provisions by clarifying that the provisions
of the Organic Act apply to all areas included in the National
Park Systemincluding the R verway.

15



| mpai rment is an inpact that, in the professional judgnent of
the responsi bl e NPS nanager would harmthe integrity of park
resources or values. An inpact would be nore likely to
constitute an inpairnment to the extent that it affects a
resource or val ue whose conservation is necessary to fulfil
specific purposes identified in the establishing |egislation or
procl amati on of the park; key to the natural or cultural
integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoynent of the
park; or identified as a goal in the park’s general managenent
pl an or other relevant NPS pl anni ng docunents.

| mpai rment nust be analyzed in all NPS EA's. Inpairnent is
anal yzed for each alternative and each inpact topic in this EA

1.3.2 Nonappl i cabl e | npact Topics

Executive Order 11988, "Floodpl ain Managenent" The purpose of
this order is to avoid, to the extent possible, the |ong and
short term adverse inpacts associated with the occupancy and
nodi fi cation of floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect
support of floodplain developnment. It requires all federal
agencies to reduce the risk of flood |loss, mnimze the inpact
of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and restore and
preserve the natural and beneficial values of floodplains. The
proposed trail connection would not result in occupancy or

nodi fication of floodplains or support floodplain devel opnent.
Therefore this inmpact topic is not discussed further.

Prime and Uni que Farm and/ Farm and Protection Policy Act (7

U S.C. 4202(b)): This act requires Federal agencies to determ ne
whet her a proposed action will affect prime or unique farnl ands.
Prinme farm ands are those whose val ue derives fromtheir general
advant age as cropland due to soil and water conditions; unique
farm ands are those whose value is derived fromtheir particul ar
advant age for growi ng specialty crops. These areas can be
cultivated | and, pasture, or woodland. Efforts should be nade
to assure that such farm ands are not irreversibly converted to
ot her uses unless other national interests override the

i nportance of preservation or otherw se outweigh the

envi ronnent al benefits derived fromtheir protection. No prine
or unique agricultural soils are known on along the St. Croix

Ri ver north of Nevers Dam NPS, 1998). Furthernore, the proposed
trail connection would not irreversibly convert any prine or
unique farm ands, if they do exist. Therefore this inpact topic
is not discussed further.

16



Soci oeconom ¢ Envi ronnent :

The proposed trail connection is located in Burnett County,
Wsconsin. The county is largely rural in character. The

Ri verway and adj acent public |ands provide a popul ar recreation
resource for both residents of the area and visitors. The | ocal
tourismindustry provi des necessary services such as food,

| odgi ng, gasoline etc. The tourismindustry is seasonal in
nature and very much dependent on the weather, even in sunmer.

The proposed trail connection would not affect any communities
overal |l popul ation, inconme or enploynent base. Therefore, this
i npact topic is not analyzed further in this EA

2 ALTERNATI VES
2.1 No Action Alternative: No H king Trail Connection

Under the no action alternative, no trail connection would be
constructed on NPS | and wthin the boundary of the R verway.

The existing condition would rermai n unchanged by trai
construction. Selection of this alternative would nmean that the
hi king trail would not be continuous from Evergreen Avenue to
the Hi ghway 70/ St. Croi x Canpground.

2.2 Alternative 1 (Preferred): H king Trail Connection

This alternative would provide a trail connection between the
south side of the existing loop trail off the H ghway 70/ St.
Croi x Canpground to North Benson Parking Lot. The proposed
trail connection would be for hiking, snowshoeing, and cross-
country skiing only. Non-authorized vehicular traffic would be
pr ohi bi t ed.

The hiking trail connection would head south fromthe | oop
trail, cross the Whod River, and continue south along a | evel
area at the toe of an escarpnent. Near Raspberry Landing, the
trail connection would use a forner driveway that served a
recently renoved cabin. The trail would cross the access road
to Raspberry Landing and then follow a fornmer power |ine right-
of-way to the toe of the escarpnent that rises approximately 100
feet up to the North Benson Parking Lot. The trail would go up
t he escar pnent using sw tchbacks where necessary and foll ow ng
the gentl est grade possible. About 30 feet of steps would be
put in on the steepest trail sections. Filter cloth, water bars

17



and proper grading would be used to avoid erosion. The proposed
trail would connect to the Benson Brook Hi king Trail at the
Nort h Benson Parking Lot on the top of the escarpnent.

The overall length of the trail connection is approximtely 1
mle. The bridge and the switch-back trail portion would both
be on Forest property. The remainder of the trail would be on
Ri verway property. The project area and | andownership are shown
in Figure 3. Topography in the project area is shown in Figure
4.

The bridge would be a manufactured bridge approximately 6-feet

wi de and 60-feet long. It would be a single span with no
structures placed in the Wod River. The bridge abutnments woul d
be placed on the top of the upper bank so as not to be affected
by spring floodwaters and prevent washing out of the bridge.

Sedi ment cloth, fabric filters, and sedinent traps would be used
as necessary to prevent any soil or sedinent fromreaching the
Wod River. At nornmal water stage in the Wod Ri ver the

cl earance woul d be about 10-12 feet above the water, allow ng
navi gati on wi t hout obstruction. The WDNR may work with the
National Guard to bring in the bridge by helicopter. The Wod
Ri ver crossing location is shown in Figure 5.

The trail would be constructed by cutting and brushi ng out
vegetation and m ni mal grading of the existing ground surface.
Boar dwal ks woul d be pl aced as needed to protect the nunerous
seeps along the length of the trail connection (Figure 6). The
finished trail tread would be 6 feet wide with an additiona

mai nt enance buffer of 2 feet along each side of the finished
tread. Total width would be 8 feet. These trail dinensions are
conpatible with other trail widths in the area. Construction
woul d take place in August, Septenber and Cctober. The proposed
wi dt h woul d accommodat e constructi on and nmai nt enance equi prent
such as Gators (a John Deere utility machine with 6 wheel s and

| ow ground pressure), |awnnowers, and Al Terrain Vehicles with
trailers. The Gator would help mnimze inpacts to soils.

The W DNR woul d be responsible for maintaining the trail, even
that portion that would be | ocated on NPS property. Mw ng
woul d be done once a year along the wooded potions of the trai
and twice a year in brushier areas.

Mtigation Measures:

On site supervision by WDNR and the NPS would avoi d adverse
effects during construction. Wsconsin Forestry Best Managenent

18



Practices would be applied to minimze inpacts to soils. In
addition, in wet or runoff areas, boardwal ks would be used to
m nimze inpacts and allow for natural drainage. Were
necessary, cut and fill would be used to fill depressions and
provide a level tread. Mneral soil may be brought in to fil

pl aces where rocks need to be renoved. The old culverts in the
former cabin access road woul d be replaced with wood box
culverts to allow for water flow out of the seepages in the
escar pnent .

| npacts to archeol ogical resources that may be on site would be
avoi ded by having a para-archeol ogist on site during trai
construction. The trail connection would be rerouted if

ar cheol ogi cal resources are discovered.

| npacts to state-listed plant species would be avoi ded by
surveying the flagged route prior to construction. The trai
woul d be realigned to avoid inpacts to any rare plants.

Active Law Enforcenent, barricades, or small gates would be used
to deter non-authorized use along the hiking trail.

2.3 Alternatives Considered, But Not Analyzed Further

A trail connection that would clinb the escarpnment after
crossing the Wwod River and then head back down the escarpnent
to connect with the former cabin driveway was considered in an
attenpt to avoid the nunerous seeps at the toe of the
escarpnment. However, to reach a level tread surface it would
have to be routed along the top of the escarpnent on private

|l and within the R verway boundary. The scenic easenent on this
property does not grant the public any right to enter on or use
the land for any purpose. |In addition, the steepness of the

sl ope and the many | arge rocks along it would nake a trai
connection here difficult to maintain. The private | andowner is
not interested in a public hiking trail crossing his property.
For these reasons, this alternative was not pursued further. A
narrower tread width was al so considered but rejected due to the
| abor intensive effort that would be required to maintain it

wi th hand tools.

2.4 Environnmentally Preferred Alternative

The environnentally preferred alternative is the alternative
that causes the | east damage to the biol ogical and physical
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environnent. It also neans the alternative which best protects,
preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural

resources. The No Action Alternative is the environnentally
preferred alternative.
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Figure 3: Proposed Hiking Trail Connection s
5t. Croix Campground to North Benson Parking Lot

Governor Knowles SF

& P
& y i
Fy o " |
[} ! = Wood River
Landing, V4
=
4
=
R
West River Road
Hiking Trails
e g g
Morth Benson proposad
Farking Lot
Stream
Intermittent Stream
=] Raoads
a Landownership in Bounday
[ ia MPFS Cremership
‘g Qither Public
= Easement
(18
% 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 Ml
g = 3 . E Bk '|‘~|

e N e e s 12731102 ]

21



22



Figure 4: Proposed Hiking Trail Connection &
Project Area Topography

o]
.

7

:

M
l'_I
i

H

. |

23




24



Fi

25



26



Connecti on

Figure 6: Seep on Proposed Route of Trai
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2.5 Table 1. Summary of Environnmental Consequences

| npact Topic Acti on:
Trai |l Connection

Alternative 1: Trail Connection

Air Qality No i npact. Short-term m nor inpacts during
construction and mai nt enance.

I mpacts limted to em ssions
frominternal conbustion
engi nes.

Soi l's No i npact. M nor inpact related to
conpacti on caused by
construction and mai nt enance
equi prent and slight increase in
soi | erosion.

Wat er No i npact. M nor inpacts related to mnor

Quality increase in soil erosion

FI oodpl ai ns No i nmpact No i mpact. No occupancy or
nodi fication of floodplains.

Wet | ands No i npact. Negligible inmpact. Limted to
slight disturbance if equiprent
is operated al ong wetl and edges.

Veget ati on No i npact. M nor inmpact limted to tree and
brush clearing and nowing to
construct trail

Widlife No i npact. M nor inpact from disturbance
during construction and use of
trail

Thr eat ened, No i npact. Negligible inmpact fromtrai

Endanger ed construction and use.

and Rare

Speci es

Prehistoric No i npact. Negligi ble inpact. |npacts

Resour ces avoi ded by conducting
ar cheol ogi cal survey during
trail construction and rerouting
to avoid any resources
di scovered

Et hnogr aphy No i nmpact No known inpact (pending Triba
consul tation).

Hi storic No i npact Negl i gi bl e i nmpact.

Resour ces

Cul tural No i nmpact No i npact.

Landscapes

Sceni ¢ No i npact M nor inmpact fromintroduction

Resour ces of human- made el ements.

Nat ur al No i nmpact M nor inpact fromshort-term

Soundscapes noi se during trail construction
and mai nt enance.

Recreation/ No i npact M nor inmpact from m nor inpact

Visitor Use to scenery and soundscapes.
Positive inpact by providing a
new recreation activity that
does not conflict with existing.
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3 AFFECTED ENVI RONMENT AND ENVI RONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Thi s chapter exam nes the potential environnental consequences
of the three alternatives under consideration. Direct, indirect
and cunul ative inpacts are considered. D rect inpacts are those
potentially caused by the action (construction and use of the
trail connection) that woul d occur at the sane tinme and pl ace as

the action. Indirect inpacts are those caused by the action
that would occur later in time and/or would be farther renoved
in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. Cunulative

i npacts are inpacts on specific resources that result fromthe
i ncrenental inpact of that action when added to ot her past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardl ess of
what agency or person undertakes the other actions. The

anal ysis provides a basis for conparing the advantages and

di sadvant ages of each alternative. Inpact thresholds are
defined and inpacts are identified as:

e Short-term— lasting only during the construction period or
no | onger than 2 years

e Long-term — essentially a pernmanent post-construction inpact.

3.1 dimte

Affected Environment: The climate of the area is sub-humd
continental. Wather is characterized by warm humd sumrers
and cold winters. Average daily maxi numtenperatures can vary
from71° Fto 85° Fin July and 11° F to 23° F in January. The
spring nonths are generally cool and rainy, with June usually
being the wettest nonth of the year. During the sunmer and
early fall, the weather usually becones progressively drier.
Total annual precipitation is approxi mtely 29 inches. Snowf al
contributes about 15% of the total annual precipitation (NPS,
1998 and 2000a) .

Consequences: The proposed trail connection would not inpact the
climate of the area. It is described sinply to provide context
for the reader

3.2 Air Quality

Affected Environnment: The Cean Air Act, as anended (42 U.S.C.
7401 et seq.) established a programto preserve, protect, and
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enhance the air quality in clean air areas of the United States.
The R verway was designated as a Cass Il clean air area. Under
this designation, limted devel opnment can be permitted in the
vicinity as long as the levels of particulate matter, sulfur

di oxi de, and nitrogen di oxi de do not exceed the C ass |

i ncrenents.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligible — No perceptible visibility inpacts and no snel
of exhaust.

Mnor — Visibility inpacts and the snell of exhaust are
perceptible, but are very short-term (lasting 1-day or
| ess).

Moderate — Visibility inpacts and the snell of exhaust are
perceptible but limted in duration, extent and magnitude.

Major — Visibility inpacts and the snell of exhaust would
be perceptible and | ong-term

Conseguences:

No Action: No Hiking Trail Connection
Under this alternative there would be no trail connection
constructed. There would be no inpact to air quality.

Al ternative 1: Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

Under this alternative, there would be short-term m nor
inmpacts to air quality. Inpacts would be |imted to the
operation of internal conbustion engines during
construction and mai ntenance (nmowi ng) of the trail.

Curul ative I npacts: Cunul ative inpacts to air quality conme from
the operation of internal conbustion engines within and adjacent
to the Riverway. However, the additive effect of construction
and mai ntenance of the hiking trail would be m ninmal.

| npai rment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
inpairnment to air quality.

3.3 Soils

Description: The soil in the project area consists of silts in
the | owl and area and sandy | oam on the escarpnent.
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| npact Threshol ds:

Negligi ble — No change in drainage capacity or noisture
absorbency of existing soils, no erosion potential during
or after construction.

Mnor — Very limted soil disturbance (under 5 acres)
havi ng sone possi ble short-termand |ocalized effects
related to increased erosion potential but no long-term
changes in soil drainage capacity or noisture absorbency.

Moderate — Di sturbance of 5 acres or nore of soil requiring
an erosion control plan with mtigation, nmeasurable |ong-
term changes in soil drainage and noi sture absorbency
characteristics.

Maj or — Di sturbance of 5 acres or nore of soil requiring an
erosion control plan with mtigation, nmeasurable |ong-term
changes in soil drainage and noi sture absorbency
characteristics

Conseguences:

No Action: No Hiking Trail Connection
No i npact.

Alternative 1. Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

The hiking trail connection would result in mnor inpacts
to soils. Operation of construction and nai nt enance

equi pnent would result in mnor soil conpaction. The
trail, particularly up the escarpnent, would also result in
m nor increases in soil erosion. |Inpacts would be

m nim zed by using the neasures described in Section 2.2.

Cumul ative Inpacts: Soils at the Riverway are inpacted by
recreational use (vegetation tranpling, conpaction and
subsequent erosion) and sonetinmes by construction activities in
or adjacent to the Riverway. The additive effect of
construction, use and nmai ntenance of the proposed hiking trai
woul d be m ni mal .

| npai rment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
inmpairnment to soils at the Riverway.
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3.4 Water Quality

Description: The St. Croix R ver has good water quality.

Di ssol ved oxygen is generally high, above 5 m|ligrans per

liter. The water has a noderate brown col or caused principally
by organic acids and fine organic detritus drained fromthe

t housands of acres of marshes and peat bogs in the basin. Wter
transparency, as neasured by Secchi disc readings, may vary from
2 to 4 feet depending on the tinme since |ast runoff (NPS, 1998).
To help protect its water quality, the R verway has been

desi gnated by Wsconsin as an "outstanding resource water" and
by M nnesota as an "outstandi ng resource value waters -
restricted.” The Wsconsin classification nmeans that a proposed
new di scharge or an increased di scharge froma mnunicipal or

i ndustrial source would not be permtted unless the effl uent
neets the background level in the river. Mnnesota's
classification neans that a proposed new or increased di scharge
woul d not be allowed unless there was no prudent or feasible
alternative.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligible — Neither surface water quality nor hydrol ogy
woul d be changed from current conditions.

M nor — Changes in surface water quality or hydrol ogy woul d
be neasurabl e, but changes would be small, short-term and
effects | ocalized.

Moderate — changes in surface water quality and/or
hydr ol ogy woul d be | ong-term but |ocalized.

Maj or — Changes in surface water quality and/or hydrol ogy
woul d be neasurable, long-termand not confined to the
proj ect area.

Consequences:

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
No i npact.

Al ternative 1: Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

There woul d be m nor inpact to water quality fromincreased
potential for soil erosion. Inpacts to hydrol ogy woul d be
avoi ded by spanning the seeps in the area with boardwal ks.
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Cumul ative | npacts: Sources of water pollution include non-point
sources outside the Riverway such as runoff from |l ands devel oped
for agriculture, forestry, roads, residential areas, or

i ndustrial areas. Sedinents carried into the Riverway from
tributaries during heavy runoff events can cause turbidity. The
additive effect of construction, use and mai nt enance of the

hi king trail connection on water quality would be negligible.

| mpai rnment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
inpairnment to water quality.

3.5 Wet | ands

Description: Miuch of the land within the R verway boundary is
covered by various types of wetlands, including swanps, narshes,
bogs, fens, wet neadows, ponds, sloughs and seeps. There are no
mapped wetlands in the i nmedi ate project area. However, there
are sonme intermttent streans and small isol ated seeps.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligi ble — Wetl ands woul d be neither directly inpacted by

fill nor indirectly inpacted by changes in drai nage
patterns.
Mnor — Wetland fill would be 0.1 acre or |ess and/or there

woul d be indirect inpacts to wetlands from changes in
dr ai nage patterns.

Moderate — Wetland fill would be 0.1 — 0.5 acres and or
there would be indirect inpacts to high-quality wetl ands
from changes in drai nage patterns.

Major — Any fill of high-quality wetlands or fill exceeding
0.5 acres of other wetlands and/or indirect inpacts on
wet | ands of high quality from changes in drai nage patterns.

Consequences:

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no i npact on wetl ands.

Alternative 1. Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

The proposed hiking trail would have a negligible inpact on
wetlands. The final routing of the trail would avoid wet
areas. \Were these areas could not be avoided, they would
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be bridged or traversed by boardwal ks. Slight disturbance
coul d occur from equi pnment al ong wetl and edges.

Curmul ative | npacts: Wetlands along the R verway are in good
condition and well protected. Inpacts are limted to sone

di sturbance during construction activities that take pl ace
within the R verway boundary. No wetlands would be directly or
indirectly inpacted by this proposal. Therefore, this proposal
woul d have no additive effect to wetl ands.

| npai rnment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
i npai rnment to wetl ands.

3.5 Vegetation

Descri ption:

The vegetation along the Riverway includes aspects of both the
Nor t hern Har dwoods Province and the Prairie-Forest Province.
The transition zone runs generally through the St. Croix Falls
area, with northern hardwoods occurring to the north of this
line (Curtis, 1971). Plant communities include northern and
sout hern dry forest, northern and southern nesic forest and
northern and southern wet forest. The distribution of these
comunities is governed by a variety of site conditions

i ncluding soil type, landform aspect, slope, and noisture.

In the project area, the plant community consists of bottonl and
har dwoods and nesic forest. Trees include maple, aspen, jack
pi ne, basswood, and oak.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligible — No native terrestrial or aquatic plant
comunities would be disturbed. No indirect inpacts on
native vegetation

M nor — Di sturbance of native terrestrial and/or aquatic
pl ant comunities would be limted to less than 1 acre.
I ndirect inpacts would be |ocalized.

Moderate — Di sturbance of native terrestrial and/or aquatic

pl ant comunities would be from1-5 acres. Indirect
i npacts could spread outside the project area.
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Maj or — Di sturbance of nore than 5 acres or nore of native
terrestrial and/or aquatic plant communities woul d occur.
I ndirect inpacts could be w despread.

No Action: No Hiking Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no inpact to
veget ati on.

Alternative 1. Proposed Hi king Trail Connection
Construction of the hiking trail connection would result in
the clearing of sone trees and brush to nmake way for the
trail. The result would be a mnor inpact to vegetation in
the project area.

Curul ative | npacts: Vegetation along the Riverway is inpacted by
recreational use (vegetation tranpling, conpaction and
subsequent erosion) and sonetines by construction activities in
or adjacent to the Riverway. The additive effect of the
construction, use, and naintenance of the proposed hiking trai
on Riverway vegetation would be m nor.

| mpai rnment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
i npai rment to vegetation.

3.6 Wldlife

Description: The variety of upland, |ow and, and aquatic

habi tats found al ong the R verway supports a highly diverse and
abundant wildlife population. More than 430 species of aninmals
have been recorded. These include insects, nussels, fish,
anphi bi ans, reptiles, birds, and manmal s.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligible — No native terrestrial or aquatic wildlife
woul d be disturbed. There would be no indirect inpacts on
native wildlife.

M nor — Disturbance of native terrestrial and/or aquatic
wildlife habitat would be |imted to less than 1 acre.
I ndirect inpacts would be | ocalized.

Moderate — Di sturbance of native terrestrial and/or aquatic

wldlife habitat would be from 1-5 acres. Indirect inpacts
coul d spread outside the project area.
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Maj or — Di sturbance of nore than 5 acres or nore of native
terrestrial and/or aquatic wildlife habitat would occur.
I ndirect inpacts could be w despread.

Consequences:

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no inpact on wildlife.

Al ternative 1: Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

The proposed hiking trail would have a m nor inpact on
wildlife. WIdlife may be tenporarily displaced during
trail construction activities. Less than 1 acre of habitat
woul d be lost. Use of the trail would also result in

addi tional m nor disturbance of wildlife.

Cumul ative Inpacts: WIldlife along the Riverway is well
protected. The inpacts that do occur arise from di sturbance
related to recreation use and human activity in adjacent areas.
The additive effect of the proposed trail connection would be
m nor .

| npai rment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
inpairnment to wildlife at the R verway.

3.7 Threatened and Endangered Species

Description: The R verway serves as a refuge for a nunber of
species that are threatened, endangered or of special concern.
Federal | y-1isted endangered species that occur in the Riverway

i nclude the Hi ggins' eye pearly nussel and the w nged mapl el eaf
nmussel . Federally listed threatened species that occur along the
Ri verway include the gray wolf and bald eagle. O her Federally

| i sted species that could occur along the Riverway because their
habitat is present include the Canada |ynx, Kirtland' s warbler,
and Karner blue butterfly.

Much of the area surrounding the upper Riverway is potenti al

wol f habitat. Wile the Riverway alone is too narrowto fully
support a wol f pack, there are a nunber of packs in the vicinity
of the Riverway. The R verway serves as an inportant trave
corridor for wolves and provides hunting opportunities. The
junction of the Nanekagon and St. Croix Rivers appears to serve
as an inportant staging area for dispersing wolves (NPS, 1998).
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The Riverway provides inportant bald eagle habitat, both for
breeding and wintering. Bald eagles are conmmonly seen along the
Riverway in the project area. Nesting bald eagles are

associ ated al nost exclusively with | akes, rivers or seacoasts.
Fish are the magjor itemof their diet. Adults tend to use the
sane breeding area, and often the sane nest, each year. The
nests are primarily in large trees, usually within 0.25 mles of
shorelines of fish-bearing streans or |akes. Along the Riverway
many of the nest trees are large white pines. Essential habitat
have 1) space for individual and popul ati on grow h and nor mal
behavior; 2) food, water, air, light, mnerals or other
nutritional or physiological requirenents; 3) cover or shelter;
4) sites for breeding, reproduction, rearing of offspring; and
5) protection fromdisturbance. An abundant, readily avail able
food supply, in conjunction with one or nore suitable night
roost sites, is the primary characteristic of good w nter
habi t at .

Al t hough Canada Lynx has never been docunented as occurring at
the Riverway, the upper reaches do provide potential habitat.
Lynx occur in nesic coniferous forests that have cold snowy

wi nters and provi de snowshoe hare prey (USDA, Forest Service,
2000) .

Li kew se, Karner blue butterflies have never been docunented

al ong the Riverway. However, potential habitat does exist. The
pi ne barrens along the Riverway support |upine which is the
butterfly's host species.

The endangered Kirtland' s warbl er was observed once several
years ago outside the Riverway boundary. It was in the vicinity
of the upper reaches of the St. Croix River, above the Nanekagon
confluence about 2 mles outside the R verway boundary. None
have been seen since then. The jack pine forests along the

Ri verway, al though nmuch nore scarce than they once were, provide
potential habitat for Kirtland s warblers.

Speci es of Concern

The USFW5 al so maintains a |list of species of concern. Further
information is needed on these species to determne if it is
appropriate to consider themfor addition to the Federal Iist.
There are 6 plant and 15 ani mal species of concern that are
known to occur along the Riverway. These species are indicated
in the table in the Appendi x.
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The M nnesota and Wsconsin Departnents of Natural Resources
also maintain |ists of species that are threatened, endangered
or of special concern in their states. These State-listed rare
species are also shown in the Appendi x.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligible — No federally- or state-listed species or their
habi tat woul d be affected.

M nor — Individuals or popul ations of federally- or state-
| i sted species or their habitat would be affected, but the
change woul d be short-termand small in nmagnitude.

Moderate — An individual or population of a federally- or
state-listed species or their habitat woul d be noticeably
affected. The effect could carry sone |long-term
consequence to the individual, population, or habitat.

Maj or — A popul ation of a federally- or state-listed
species or their habitat would be negatively inpacted with
| ong-term consequences to the popul ation or habitat.

Conseguences:

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no inpact on
t hreat ened and endangered speci es.

Alternative 1: Proposed Hi king Trail Connection
The proposed hiking trail would have a negligible inpact on
t hr eat ened and endanger ed speci es.

There are no wol f packs in the project area. However,

i ndi vi dual wol ves have been docunented as occurring as far
south as Sunrise Landing, approximately 19 m | es downstream
of the project area, so it is possible that individual

wol ves travel through the project area. Use on the trai
woul d be hiking only and is expected to be |Iight and
seasonal in nature. Therefore, the proposed trail would
have no or negligible inpacts to the gray wol f.

The R verway has devel oped managenent gui delines for the
protection of bald eagles. The Riverway guidelines are
based on the Northern States Bal d Eagl e Recovery Pl an
(USFWS, 1983). The gui delines designate buffer zones
around bal d eagle nests to prevent human di sturbance. The
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applicable buffer zone is dependent on the type of activity
and the season of the year. The maxi mum buffer is up to
0.5 mile out fromthe nest. The nearest bald eagle nest is
approximately 1.5 m | es downstream of the project area.
Therefore, construction and use of the proposed trai
connection would not inpact nesting bald eagles. Bald
eagl es do use the project area for hunting. However, the
expected |ight and seasonal use of the trail would not

i npact the eagles. Suitable nesting trees may exi st al ong
the proposed route. 1In the unlikely event that an eagle
nest is constructed prior to trail construction, the

Ri verway managenent gui delines for the protection of bald
eagl es woul d be applied. The proposed trial connection
woul d have negligible inpacts on the bald eagle.

The project area does not provide habitat for the Canada
| ynx, Karner blue butterfly, or Kirtland s warbler.
Therefore, the proposed trail would have no or negligible
i npacts to these |listed species.

The proposed trail connection carries sone potential to

i npact state-listed plants. Therefore, once the proposed
route is flagged, the NPS woul d conduct a rare plant
survey. |If any rare plants are discovered along the route,
the trail would be rerouted to avoid inpacts.

Cumul ative Inpacts: Inpacts to threatened and endangered
species along the Riverway arise primarily from habitat
degradation that has its origins outside the boundary

(sedi nentation, water quality degradation, and subsequent effect
on nussels). The proposed trail connection would have no
additive effect.

| mpai rnment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
i npai rment to threatened and endangered species at the Riverway.

3.8 Prehistoric Resources

Descri ption: Archeol ogical resources reflect the use and
occupation of the St. Croix Valley for thousands of years. The
Ri verway was used as a transportation corridor and food source,
W th occupation sites along its shores since the retreat of the
glaciers. Resources were also extracted fromthe area to
support the Native people's lifestyle (primarily Dakota and
Qibwe), including the raw materials for tools and pottery.
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Burial nmounds and graves have been identified on bluffs and
shorelines along the Riverway.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligi ble — The inpact on prehistoric resources would be
barely perceptible and not neasurable. For purposes of
Section 106, the determ nation of effect would be no
adverse effect.

M nor — The inpact on prehistoric resources wuld be
percepti bl e and neasurabl e but highly |ocalized and slight.
The inpact would not affect the character defining features
of a NRHP-eligible or listed site and woul d not have a
permanent effect on the integrity of any sites. For

pur poses of Section 106, the determ nation of effect would
be no adverse effect.

Moderate — The inpact on prehistoric resources would be
percepti bl e and neasurable. The inpact changes one or nore
character-defining features, but does not dimnish the
integrity of the resource to the extent that its NRHP-
eligibility is jeopardi zed. For purposes of Section 106,
the determ nation of effect would be adverse effect.

Maj or — The inpact on prehistoric resources would be
substantial, noticeable, and permanent. For NHRP-eligible
sites, the inpact changes one or nobre one or nore
character-defining features, dimnishing the integrity of
the resource to the extent that it is no longer eligible
for listing in the NRHP. For purposes of Section 106, the
determ nation of effect would be adverse effect.

Consequences:

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no inpact on
prehi storic resources.

Al ternative 1: Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

The proposed trail connection carries the potential to

i npact prehistoric resources. To avoid inpacts, a para-
archeol ogi st would be onsite during trail construction. |If
prehi storic resources are discovered, the trail would be
rerouted to avoid inpacts. Therefore, inpacts to

prehi storic resources woul d be negligible.
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Cumul ative Inpacts: Prehistoric resources at the Riverway have
been i npacted by eroding shorelines along the river and human
activities including farm ng, building of homes and roads, and
recreational activities. Recreation use has conpacted soil and
worn off the topsoil layer leading to erosion at sone sites.
Since the trail would be rerouted if any archeol ogi cal resources
are di scovered, the proposed trail connection would not have a
significant additive effect on prehistoric resources.

| npai rment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
inmpairment to prehistoric resources at the Riverway.

3.9 Et hnography

Descri ption: Ethnographic resources can enconpass any of the
nunerous cultural or natural resources of the R verway. Anong
the nore comon types of ethnographic resources are sacred and
traditional use sites, traditional properties, cerenonial sites
and areas, and sites and features from prehistoric and historic
periods. Qher cultural resources, including buildings,
structures, and archeol ogical sites, may al so constitute

et hnographi c resources. Natural resources such as vegetation,
wet |l ands, wildlife, waterways, and | andscapes may al so qualify
as et hnographi c resources.

The determ nation of status as an et hnographic resource is nmade
t hrough research and consultation with affected groups.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligi ble — There woul d be no neasurabl e or perceptible
i npact to et hnographic resources.

M nor — The inpact on ethnographic resources woul d be
percepti bl e and neasurabl e but highly |ocalized and slight.
The i npact would not affect uni que ethnographic resources.

Moderate — The i npact on et hnographic resources woul d be
percepti bl e and neasurable. The inpact would result in a
noti ceabl e change in the availability, accessibility, or
integrity of unique ethnographic resources.

Maj or — The i npact on et hnographic resources woul d be

substantial, noticeable, and permanent. The inpact would
change the availability, accessibility, or integrity of a
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uni que et hnographic resource to the extent that it is no
| onger usabl e.

Conseqguences:

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no inpact on
et hnogr aphi ¢ resources.

Al ternative 1: Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

It is unknown whet her the proposed hiking trail connection
woul d i npact et hnographic resources. The internal review
draft of this EA was sent to the St. Croix Band of Lake
Superi or Chi ppewa |Indians on Cctober 23, 2003. No response
has been received. This EAw Il also be sent to
potentially affected Tribes as part of ongoing Tri bal
consultation to determne if any resources of concern would
be i npact ed.

Cumul ative Inpacts: The affected Tribes nust determ ne inpacts
to et hnographic resources. It is unclear whether inpacts are
al ready occurring to ethnographic sites and what, if any,
additive inpact the proposed trail connection nmay have. A
determ nation will be nmade in consultation with the Tri bes.

| mpai rment: Further consultation with the Tribes wll clarify
whet her inpacts or inpairnment to ethnographic resources would
occur.

3.10 H storic Resources

Description: Historic resources include structures and

archeol ogical sites. No historic structures exist in the
project area. The remains of a Log Slide fromthe early days of
the | oggi ng area do occur on Forest Property in the project
area. According to the WDNR (letter of August 26, 2003), the
proposed trail would not have an adverse affect on the Log
Slide. The remains of a well froma former hone site exist in
the project area on Federal |and. The well also would not be

i npacted by the trail.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligi ble — The inpact on historic resources wuld be
barely perceptible and not neasurable. For purposes of
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Section 106, the determ nation of effect would be no
adverse effect.

M nor — The inpact on historic resources would be
percepti bl e and neasurabl e but highly |ocalized and slight.
The inmpact would not affect the character defining features
of a NRHP-eligible or listed site and woul d not have a
permanent effect on the integrity of any sites. For

pur poses of Section 106, the determ nation of effect would
be no adverse effect.

Moderate — The inpact on historic resources would be
percepti bl e and neasurable. The inpact changes one or nore
character-defining features, but does not dimnish the
integrity of the resource to the extent that its NRHP-
eligibility is jeopardized. For purposes of Section 106,
the determ nation of effect would be adverse effect.

Maj or — The inpact on historic resources would be
substantial, noticeable, and permanent. For NRHP-eligible
sites, the inpact changes one or nore one or nore
character-defining features, dimnishing the integrity of
the resource to the extent that it is no longer eligible
for listing in the NRHP. For purposes of Section 106, the
determ nation of effect would be adverse effect.

Conseqguences:

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no inpact on historic
resour ces.

Alternative 1. Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

It is not known whether the remains of the well are
considered historic. However, the well would not be

di sturbed by trail construction. The proposed trai
connection carries the potential to inpact historic
archeol ogi cal resources. To avoid these inpacts, a para-
ar cheol ogi st woul d be onsite during trail construction. |If
hi stori c archeol ogi cal resources are discovered, the trai
woul d be rerouted to avoid inpacts. Therefore, inpacts to
hi storic resources would be negligible. A “Request for
SHPO Comment and Consul tation on a Federal Undertaki ng” was
sent to the Wsconsin State Historic Preservation Ofice
(SHPO on Novenber 4, 2003 with an NPS finding that no

hi storic properties would be affected. The SHPO concurred
with this finding on Novenber 14, 20083.
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Cumul ative Inpacts: H storic resources at the R verway are

i npacted by vandal i sm weathering, and natural and human i nduced
erosion. Since the trail would not inpact historic structures
and woul d be rerouted if any archeol ogi cal resources are

di scovered, the proposed trail connection would not have a
significant additive effect on historic resources.

| mpai rnment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
inpairnment to historic resources at the Riverway.

3.11 Cultural Landscapes

Description: The R verway and surroundi ng area exhibit the
effect of human habitation including associ ated | andscapes.
Landscapes include a m x of vegetation and open space. The

| ocation and species of plants may be significant. Al cul tural

| andscapes require managenent to be maintai ned. Depending on the
| andscape, treatnent nethods to maintain it may be quite
different.

Sonme settings within the Riverway nay be determ ned to be
inmportant illustrations of the cultural activities in the area.
The NPS is required to identify and protect significant historic
or cultural |andscapes under its jurisdiction. At this tine
none have been identified as having the integrity needed to nake
themeligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Pl aces. Nonet hel ess, sone | andscapes nmay be inportant for their
interpretive value and the NPS nmay choose to maintain themfor
thi s purpose.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligi ble — The inpact on cultural |andscapes woul d be
barely perceptible and not neasurable. For purposes of
Section 106, the determ nation of effect would be no
adverse effect.

M nor — The inpact on cultural |andscapes woul d be
percepti bl e and neasurabl e but highly |ocalized and slight.
The inmpact would not affect the character defining features
of a NRHP-eligible or listed site and woul d not have a
permanent effect on the integrity of any sites. For

pur poses of Section 106, the determ nation of effect would
be no adverse effect.
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Moderate — The inpact on cultural |andscapes woul d be
percepti bl e and neasurable. The inpact changes one or nore
character-defining features, but does not dimnish the
integrity of the resource to the extent that its NRHP-
eligibility is jeopardized. For purposes of Section 106,
the determ nation of effect would be adverse effect.

Maj or — The inpact on cultural |andscapes woul d be
substantial, noticeable, and permanent. For NRHP-eligible
sites, the inpact changes one or nore one or nore
character-defining features, dimnishing the integrity of
the resource to the extent that it is no longer eligible
for listing in the NRHP. For purposes of Section 106, the
determ nation of effect would be adverse effect.

Conseqguences

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no inpact on cul tural
| andscapes.

Alternative 1. Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

Since no study of cultural |andscapes has been conducted at
the Ri verway, none have been identified. However, it is
unlikely that hiking trail construction would have an
adverse effect even if the project area could be considered
a cultural |andscape.

Curmul ative I npacts: Cultural |andscapes at the R verway may be

i npacted by encroachnent of woody vegetation and exotic species,
human nodi fication, and neglect. As no cultural |andscapes are
currently identified within the R verway, nothing is being done
to mai ntain any | andscape features. Therefore, we can only
specul ate at cumnul ative inpacts. However, the proposed trai
connection woul d have m nor inpacts on the existing | andscape
and woul d not be expected to have a significant additive effect
to cultural |andscapes that may exist in the area.

| npai rnent: None of the alternatives would result in inpairnent
to cultural |andscapes at the Riverway.

3.12 Sceni c Resources

Description: The St. Croix National Scenic R verway was
established under the WIld and Scenic Rivers Act to protect and
enhance its outstandi ng scenic and ot her resource values. The
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Ri verway has a natural appearance for much of its length, with
exceptions where towns and villages occur along its banks. It
passes through various | andscapes - ranging froma narrow,
nmeandering, and densely forested streamto areas that provide
expansive views of a wide river valley. The overall scenery

i ncl udes an abundance of wildlife including turtles, songbirds,
herons, bald eagles and the occasional otter. The scenery in
the imedi ate area is of a wooded riparian corridor. Raspberry
Landi ng, the access road to the landing, an old road bed, a
former power line corridor, and an old well are the only mannmade
el enents of the | andscape.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negligi ble. The scenery in the affected area and vicinity
of the trail connection would remain essentially unchanged
relative to existing conditions.

M nor. The scenery in the affected area and vicinity of the
crossing woul d show a m nor deterioration relative to
exi sting conditions.

Moderate. The scenery in the affected area and vicinity of
the crossing woul d show noderate deterioration relative to
exi sting conditions.

Maj or. The scenery in the affected area and vicinity of the
crossing woul d show a maj or deterioration relative to
exi sting conditions.

Consequences:

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no inpact on the
sceni c resources of the R verway.

Al ternative 1: Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

Alternative 1 would result in the construction of a foot
trail and a bridge where none presently exists. This would
i ntroduce new hunman-made el enents to the existing natural
scene. This would be considered a m nor negative inpact to
sceni c resources.

Cumul ative Inpacts: Cunul ative inpacts on scenery result from
the additive effects of activities or devel opnents that degrade
the natural scene. The scenic values of the R verway are
affected primarily by proposals that originate outside the
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boundary such as power |ine crossings, bridges, and cell towers
in the viewshed. The inpacts of the proposed trail connection
woul d be m nor and woul d not have a significant additive effect
on scenic resources at the Riverway.

| npai rnment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
inpairnment to scenic resources at the Riverway.

3. 13 Soundscapes

Description: According to the NPS Managenent Policies (NPS,
2001) the NPS will preserve, to the greatest extent possible,

t he natural soundscapes of parks. Natural soundscapes exist in
t he absence of human-caused sound. The GWP for the Riverway
echoes this policy with the follow ng significance statenent:

e “Visitors have extended opportunities to experience the
solitude and beauty inherent in the Riverway’ s exceptional
natural resources.”

The project area is fairly renote and quiet. There is one hone
in the area. Skog Road, a lightly-travel ed, gravel township
road is about 0.4 mle fromthe proposed trail connection.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negl i gi bl e: Noise |levels and the opportunity for solitude
in the project area would remain essentially unchanged from
the current situation.

M nor: There would be a small noticeable increase in noise
| evels in the project area. Noise would be periodic and
short-termin nature. This would result in tenporary
decreases in opportunities for solitude.

Moder at e: There woul d be a substantial increase in noise
| evels in the project area. Noise would be frequent and
| ong-term There would be a substantial decrease in
opportunities for solitude.

Maj or: There would be a significant increase in noise

| evels in the project area. Noise would be constant and
|l ong-term There would be a significant decrease in
opportunities for solitude.
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No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no i npact on the
sceni c resources of the Riverway.

Alternative 1. Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

The hiking trail would result in mnor inpacts to the
nat ural soundscape. Noise occurring fromconstruction
activities would be short-term Trail maintenance would
result in periodic noise during nmaintenance activities.
Use of the trail by hikers would result in mnor noise

i npacts.

Curmul ative | npacts: Cunul ative inpacts on natural soundscapes
result fromrecreation use and activities outside the narrow
boundary such as traffic and industrial activities. The inpacts
of the proposed trail connection would be m nor and woul d not
have a significant additive effect on natural soundscapes at the
Ri ver way.

| mpai rnment: The proposed trail connection would not result in
i npai rment to natural soundscapes at the Riverway.

3.14 Recreation/Visitor Use

Descri ption: The general managenent plan for the Riverway sets
forth the basic managenent philosophy for the area. It states
that one of the prinmary purposes of the Riverway is to provide
for high quality recreational opportunities that do not detract
fromits exceptional natural, scenic, cultural, and aesthetic
resources and values (NPS, 1998). Water-based recreation
activities are the primary uses of the Riverway. |Its scenic
character and high water quality (suitable for body-contact
recreation) make it popular for all types of boating recreation.
O her types of activities include swnmmng, fishing, canping,
and nature appreciation. Sunmer is the busiest season for both
day-users and overni ght visitors.

Boating use on the 102 mile segnent of the St. Croix River from
Gordon’ s Dam near Sol on Springs, Wsconsin to Lions C ub Park
near St. Croix Falls, Wsconsin was studied in 2000. The

pur pose of the study is to obtain counts of watercraft and
conduct river user interviews at major |andings to obtain

per ceptions about crowding. The 102 mles was split up into 14
zones. Wekend watercraft densities during Sunmer 2000 were as
fol | ows:
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Average for entire 102 mles = 11.2 per mle
Low = 1.0 per mle (Gordon Damto CCC Bridge)
High = 74.91 per mle (Yellow River to Thayers)

The zone that includes Raspberry Landing and runs parallel to
the proposed trail connection is Zone 11, which extends 10.5
mles fromthe H ghway 70 Landing to County O Landing. Wekend
densities in this zone were 3.05 watercraft/mle. Wekday
densities were 2.19 watercraft/mle.

Based on the | og book at the Benson Brook trail head, nost of the
use on the trail occurs in the spring and fall during hunting
seasons when there are approximately 100 users a nonth. The

W DNR woul d anticipate an increase of approximately 10-15%i f
the trail connection is constructed.

| npact Threshol ds:

Negl i gi ble. There would be no inpact to the visitor
enjoynent of this section of the R verway because the

i npacts to scenic resources and natural soundscapes woul d
be unnoticeabl e. Scenery and soundscapes woul d renain
essentially unchanged fromthe current situation. No

i npacts, positive or negative, would occur by providing a
new recreati on experience in the area.

M nor. Mnor inpacts to visitor enjoynment of this section
of the Riverway would occur due to the mnor inpacts to
sceni c resources and/or mnor inpacts to natural
soundscapes. Positive inpacts would occur fromproviding a
new recreational activity in the area. Negative inpacts to
exi sting recreational uses (canoeing, boating, fishing,
wildlife observation) would be m nor due to the unobtrusive
nature of the new recreational activity.

Moderate. Visitor enjoynent of this section of the Riverway
woul d be substantially inpacted by noderate inpacts to
sceni ¢ resources and/ or noderate inpacts to natural
soundscapes. A negative inpact would result from providing
a new recreational activity that substantially detracts
fromthe primary recreational use of the Riverway.

Major. Visitor enjoynent of this section of the Riverway
woul d be significantly inpacted by major inpacts to scenic
resources and/or natural soundscapes. A significant
negative inpact would result from providing a new
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recreational activity that is inconpatible with the primry
recreational use of the R verway.

Conseqguences:

No action: No Hi king Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no inpact on
recreational use at the Riverway.

Al ternative 1: Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

The proposed trial connection would have a mnor inpact to
recreation on the Riverway fromthe mnor inpacts to the
scenery and natural soundscapes.

A m nor positive inpact would occur by providing a new
recreational activity that is unobtrusive and does not
conflict with the primary recreation use of the Riverway.
User conflict would be mninmal due to the due to the
expected | ow use of trail and the fact that only hiking,
snowshoei ng and cross country skiing would be allowed. The
trail would likely be used nore in the spring and fall than
during the summer boating season due to the preval ence of
biting insects. |In addition, the trail is back far enough
fromthe rivers edge that users would not be seen fromthe
river except for the occasional user who may want to wander
to the rivers edge.

Cumul ative Inpacts: Cunul ative inpacts on recreation can result
fromthe additive effects of activities that disrupt the
recreati onal experience. These activities include construction
and mai ntenance activities and other man-nmade intrusions to
visitors seeking a natural experience, including perceptions of
over crowdi ng and over use. G ven its expected | ow and seasona
use, the proposed trail would not have a significant additive

i npact to recreation/visitor use.

| mpai rnment: According to NPS policy, inpairment determ nations
relate only to resources and values and not to visitor use and
enjoynent. Therefore, an inpairnent determ nation is not nade
for this recreation category. This EA does, however, discuss
inpairnment in the closely related area of scenic resources and
nat ural soundscapes above.
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3.15 WId and Scenic R vers

The proposed crossing would affect the St Croix River, one of
the eight original rivers included in the WSRA, whi ch was passed
in 1968. The St. Croix River was designhated a WIld and Scenic

Ri ver from Gordon Damto the damat St. Croix Falls. The act
pronounced:

“I't is hereby declared to be the policy of the United
States that certain selected rivers of the Nation
which, with their imedi ate environnents, possess

out standi ngly renmar kabl e scenic, recreational,
geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural or
other simlar values, shall be preserved in free-
flow ng condition, and that they and their immed ate
environnments shall be protected for the benefit and
enj oynent of present and future generations.”

The primary objective for the protection of WIld and Scenic
Rivers (WBR) is to protect and enhance the values that caused it
to be listed as a WSR “without limting other uses that do not
substantially interfere with public use and enjoynent of these
val ues. The purposes of designating the St. Croix R ver was to
protect its free-flowng character, its water quality and its
out st andi ngly remarkabl e scenic, recreation, fish, wildlife, and
cul tural val ues.

| npact Thresholds: The inpact thresholds for this category are
based on the inpact thresholds for the applicable resources
above.

Negligi ble. There would be no inpact on the free-fl ow ng
character of the St. Croix; neither surface water quality
nor hydrol ogy woul d be changed from current conditions;
scenery in the project area would renain essentially
unchanged rel ative to existing conditions; recreation and
visitor use would not be inpacted because inpacts to scenic
resources and natural soundscapes would remain essentially
unchanged; no native terrestrial or aquatic wildlife would
be di sturbed and there would be no detectable change in the
quality or quantity of terrestrial or aquatic habitat;
inpacts to cultural resources would be barely perceptible
and not neasurabl e.
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M nor. There would be no inpact on the free-fl ow ng
character of the St. Croix; changes in surface water
quality or hydrol ogy woul d be neasurabl e but changes woul d
be small, short-termand effects | ocalized; scenery in the
affected area and vicinity would show a m nor deterioration
relative to existing conditions; recreation and visitor

enj oynent woul d experience mnor inpacts due to m nor

i npacts to scenic resources and/or mnor inpacts to natural
soundscapes; fish and wildlife would experience m nor

i npacts fromdi sturbance of |ess than 1 acre of native
terrestrial and/or aquatic habitat; inpacts to cultura
resources woul d be nmeasurable but mnor and |ocalized — for
pur poses of Section 106 the determ nation would be no
adverse effect.

Moder ate. There woul d be no inpact on free-fl ow ng
character; changes in surface water quality and or
hydr ol ogy woul d be I ong-termbut |ocalized to the project
area; scenery in the project area would have a noderate
deterioration relative to existing conditions; recreation
and visitor use would be substantially inpacted by noderate
i npacts to scenic resources and/or noderate inpacts to

nat ural soundscapes; fish and wldlife would experience
noderate i npacts by disturbance of 1-5 acres of terrestrial
and/ or aquatic habitat; inpacts to cultural resources would
be inpacted by a change to one or nore character defining
Wi t hout dimnishing the integrity of the resource — for

pur poses of Section 106, the determ nati on woul d be adverse
effect.

Maj or. There would be no inpact on free-fl ow ng character;
changes in surface water quality and/or hydrol ogy woul d be
nmeasurabl e, long-termand not confined to the project area;
scenery in the project area would show a maj or
deterioration relative to existing conditions; recreation
and visitor enjoynment would be significantly inpacted by
maj or inpacts to scenic resources and/ or natural
soundscapes; fish and wildlife would be inpacted by

di sturbing nore than 5 acres or nore of native terrestrial
and/ or aquatic habitat; inpacts to cultural resources would
be substantial, noticeable, and permanent — for purposes of
Section 106, the determ nation would be one of adverse
effect.

No action: No Hiking Trail Connection
The no action alternative would have no i npact on recreational
use at the Riverway.
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Alternative 1: Proposed Hi king Trail Connection

The inpacts of the proposed trial connection on the purposes for
which the St. Croix River was established under the WIld and
Scenic Rivers Act are described in the Table 2 below and in
correspondi ng sections of the docunent; 3.4 Water Quality, 3.12
Sceni ¢ Resources, 3.14, Recreation, 3.6 Wldlife and 3.8 — 3.11
Cul tural Resources.

Fr ee- Wat er Sceni ¢ Recreation | Fish Widlife Cul tur al

fl owi ng Quality Resour ces Resour ces

char act er

no i nmpact m nor nm nor m nor ni nor n nor negligible
i mpact i mpact i mpact i mpact i mpact i mpact

Cumul ative Inpacts: Cunul ative inpacts on the values for which
the St. Croix National Scenic Riverway was established occur
from various sources as described in the precedi ng sections of
this docunent. As also indicated in this docunent the proposed
trail would not have a significant additive inpact free-flow ng
character; water quality; or scenic, recreation, fish, wildlife,
or cultural val ues.

| mpai rnment: Alternative 1 would not result in inpairnent to the
free-flow ng character; water quality; or the scenic,
recreation, fish, wildlife, or cultural values of the Riverway.

4 CONSULTATI ON AND COORDI NATI ON

M ke G les, Superintendent (retired), Governor Know es State
Forest, Wsconsin Departnent of Natural Resources.

Dan Thill, Superintendent, Governor Know es State Forest,
W sconsi n Department of Natural Resources.

George Vogt, State Historic Preservation Oficer, Wsconsin
Hi storical Society.

Wanda McFaggen, St. Croix Tribal Hi storic Preservation
Depart nent .

St. Croix National Scenic R verway Staff:

Bri an Adans, Chief Ranger
Jerry Cunm ngs, Maintenance Forenman, Marshland District
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Randy Ferrin, Chief, Resource Managenent
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Kei th Nel son, Park Ranger, Resource Protection
Jean Van Tatenhove, Park Ranger, Interpretation
Mar i anna Young, G S Speci al i st
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